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PROJECT REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 1 
Wednesday, June 9, 2021 2 

The meeting of the Project Review Committee was held remotely.  B. Buermann called the meeting to order at 3 
6:09 PM.  4 
 5 
ATTENDANCE: 6 
Commission:  Garrett, Harold  ; Speer, Neal ; Steen, Colleen ; Irwin, William ; Voegele, Albin ;  7 
Buermann, Robert ;  LaRocque, Alisha . 8 
 9 
Staff:  Emily Klofft, Bethany Remmers.  10 
 11 
Guests: None. 12 
 13 
Changes to Additions to the Agenda:  14 
E. Klofft requested to add updates about the NERP Holdings and Georgia BESS projects to the project update 15 
portion of the agenda. 16 
 17 
Public Comment 18 
None.  19 
 20 
Minutes 21 
A. Voegele motioned to approve the minutes of the May 2021 meeting. C. Steen seconded. The motion carried.   22 
 23 
Project Reviews: 24 
 25 
Act 250- Cathedral Square Corporation 26 
Project Details: The project is a 30-unit senior housing development to be located on 10 Carter Lane in South 27 
Hero. Carter Lane will be widened and relocated to accommodate the project. The offices of CIDER will be co-28 
located in the building, although CIDER will not store its vehicles at the location.  29 
 30 
B. Remmers stated that she was the staff point of contact for this project, E. Klofft recused herself because of 31 
her involvement with assisting the South Hero Fire District in the water main upgrade portion of the project.  32 
 33 
B. Buermann stated that he had some involvement in the project. He was paid to assist with surveying work 34 
and is on the Board on the South Hero Land Trust, whose property adjoins the project parcel. He stated that 35 
he did not feel this was a substantial enough interest to be a conflict of interest, and that the Committee 36 
would lose quorum if he recused himself, but that he wanted to be fully transparent.  37 
 38 
B. Remmers reviewed answers to some of the questions the Committee had previously. The South Hero 39 
Village Center designation was extended to the include the project parcel. The applicant stated that it was not 40 
possible to add rain gardens or other small stormwater features because of the relatively small size of the 41 
parcel. However, the applicant is following the requirements of the state stormwater permitting system. The 42 
project will have 39 parking spots, 16 of those will be in a garage. That will meet the 38 spots required by local 43 
zoning. The building will be constructed to be ready to have solar, but solar panels will not be installed at this 44 
time due to project cost. In terms of affordable housing, 6 of the units are project-based affordable for those 45 
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under 50% of average household income, 18 are tax credit units designed to be affordable for those making 1 
50-80% of average household income, and 6 are market-rate units.  2 
 3 
B. Remmers stated that the project did not include electric vehicle charging infrastructure, which is a policy of 4 
the Regional Plan. A. Voegele stated that what he felt was most important is that the infrastructure to install 5 
electric vehicle chargers was present, even if actual chargers are not being installed at this time.  6 
 7 
B. Remmers stated that there are impacts to the wetlands and wetlands buffer from the construction of the 8 
sanitary force main. There are three acres of prime agricultural soils impacts, again primarily from the force 9 
main.  10 
 11 
The Committee discussed the traffic impacts of the project. B. Remmers contacted staff at VTrans, who stated 12 
that they believed the project would have minimal impact on traffic because it is senior housing.  13 
 14 
The Committee discussed the definition of substantial regional impact, and whether the project meets the 15 
definition of substantial regional impact. B. Remmers stated that according to the Regional Plan, any project 16 
that creates 25 units of housing in South Hero constitutes a substantial regional impact. This project creates 30 17 
units of housing.  18 
 19 
C. Steen motioned to find that the project was in conformance with the Regional Plan and does have a 20 
substantial regional impact. A. Voegele seconded. The motion carried.  21 
 22 
Act 250- Richard Louko, Sand Shed 23 
Project Details:  The proposed project is a roughly 900 square foot sand shed located in a residential 24 
subdivision in Fairfax, VT. The sand shed is already constructed and the application is in response to a notice of 25 
violation.  26 
 27 
E. Klofft reviewed answers to the questions the Committee had at the last meeting. The project is subject to 28 
Act 250 because the underlying parcel was subdivided through Act 250, which means that all future land 29 
development is also reviewed through Act 250. In terms of the local zoning process, staff contacted the local 30 
Zoning Administrator. The Fairfax Zoning Administrator stated that the sand shed was originally issued a 31 
permit as a home occupation use. The use has grown since then, and she believes it may need a home 32 
industry permit. However, the Town is waiting on the outcome of the Act 250 permit before taking local 33 
zoning actions.  34 
 35 
The Committee discussed the context of the permit and land use. Based on online mapping tools, it looks as if 36 
the use might also extend to other parcels in the area. C. Steen asked what the actual business use of the 37 
parcel was. H. Garrett stated that there were several winter plowing businesses in the region that operated in 38 
similar residential areas. He stated that if the use is primarily for plowing, he does not believe the Committee 39 
should take the position that that type of home occupation use is not allowable. The Committee discussed 40 
their general views on home occupation. In general, the Committee felt that the needed additional 41 
information to make an informed decision related to this project.  42 
 43 
The Committee discussed the traffic impacts of the project. The Act 250 application states that the project will 44 
generate 9.57 one-way trips per day. The Committee questioned whether this was a typical daily use, or the 45 
amount of traffic that would happen only on peak days.  46 
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 1 
Overall, the Committee felt that there was a need from additional information from the applicant. The 2 
Committee requested that staff ask the following questions of the applicant. 3 

• What type of business use is the project? 4 
• Is the business operating year-round or only seasonally? 5 
• Is the business operating only from the applicant’s home, or is it also operating from other parcels, 6 

such as the adjacent parcel? 7 
• Is 9.57 daily one-way trips represent the typical number of trips per day or the maximum number of 8 

trips per day?  9 
• Will there be any screening of the sand shed?  10 

 11 
  12 
Updates 13 
E. Klofft provided an update on the PurposeEnergy St. Albans project. The Committee generally had questions 14 
about the air pollution impacts, sound impacts, odor impacts, and impacts to the St. Albans wastewater 15 
system. The Vermont Agency of Natural Resources has asked the applicant a number of technical questions 16 
about its impacts on wastewater. No sound analysis was completed for the project, however based on 17 
manufacturer’s specifications, the project will generate 90 decibels of sound. Insulation on the project will 18 
reduce noise to 30 decibels at 3 meters. In terms of air pollution, the project has received an air pollution 19 
permit from the Agency of Natural Resources. In terms of odor nuisance, staff has sent questions on odor 20 
nuisance and will receive an answer from the applicant by June 10th.  21 
 22 
E. Klofft provided an update on the Georgia BESS project. The applicant included a written statement that they 23 
would provide training to the Georgia Fire Department in their most recent written testimony.  24 
 25 
E. Klofft provided an update on the NERP Holdings project. After submitting initial comments to the applicant, 26 
the applicant and NRPC worked to collaboratively to draft a permit condition related to the Jayview Drive 27 
ROW.  28 
 29 
Other Business 30 
None. 31 
 32 
Adjourn 33 
C. Steen motioned to adjourn. The Committee adjourned at 7:15 PM.  34 
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